young adolescents, as research has focused on late adolescence and early adulthood. Yet the behavioral foundations for future relationships begin with early dating (e.g., Roscoe & Benaske, 1985) .
Social cognitive theory has been used for more than a decade to explain aggression in children and adolescents (e.g., Crick & Dodge, 1994) and remains highly influential (e.g., Bandura, 2006) . Its premise is that environmental factors, personality, and biological maturation combine to form memory structures and processes that in turn affect the cognitive strategies used in social situations. According to the theory, social behavioral response occurs through a series of steps (Pakaslahti, 2000) , beginning with attention to and interpretation of contextual and internal cues. Potential outcomes of the situation are then assessed, and outcome goals are established. Behavioral strategies that could lead to each outcome are identified from experience and other sources of knowledge. A strategy is chosen based on the individual's ability and self-efficacy (expectancy of successfully performing the behavior) as well as the expected outcomes for each strategy and internal standards such as attitudes and moral values (e.g., Bandura, 2001) .
Dating violence prevention programs tend to focus on what social cognitive theory would consider to be the stages of formulating and choosing behavioral strategies. Most programs provide adolescents with information about violent behavior and alternatives to it (see Wekerle & Wolfe, 1999) , encouraging them to formulate behavioral strategies other than violence. The programs also seek to build a knowledge base that will change adolescents' perceptions and attitudes about violent behavior. Some programs provide practice in decision making and nonaggressive conflict resolution to build skills and increase self-efficacy. Most programs report increased knowledge and a reduction in attitudes that support violence. Only a few have also reported behavioral change (Tutty et al., 2005; Wekerle & Wolfe, 1999) .
We used concepts from social cognitive theory (particularly from Bandura, 2001; Pakaslahti, 2000) to formulate a path model of relationship violence and test it with young adolescents. The model (see Figure 1 ) included the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: Knowledge about healthy relationships, assertiveness, and the causes and consequences of violence would lead to the formulation and frequent use of a repertoire of reasoning-based, constructive strategies for dealing with conflict (represented by path coefficient [p1]). Hypothesis 2: Knowledge would also promote self-efficacy for reasoning-based responses (p2), which would further increase the frequency of choosing them (p3). Hypothesis 3: Knowledge about healthy relationships and the negative consequences of violence would lead to less approving attitudes toward relationship violence (p4).
Hypothesis 4: Tolerant attitudes toward relationship violence would increase the likelihood of choosing physical violence (p5) and the psychologically aggressive behavioral strategies of escalation (e.g., withdrawal, insults, swearing) and partner blame (p6). Hypothesis 5: Using prosocial, reasoning-based behavioral strategies would reduce the use of physical violence (p7) and psychologically aggressive behavioral responses to conflict (p8). Hypothesis 6: Psychological aggression would lead to physical violence (p9; Frye & Karney, 2006) .
Differences due to Relationship Type and Gender
Many young adolescents have not yet begun dating (e.g., Connolly, Craig, Goldberg, & Pepler, 2004) . Those who have begun dating may rely extensively on the skills and behavior choices that they use in friendships, although they may be developing new ones specific to romantic relationships. Similarly, attitudes toward dating violence likely tap general attitudes about aggression and therefore predict any type of relationship violence to some extent. However, attitudes about a specific behavior toward a specific Josephson, Proulx / Violence in Adolescents' Relationships 191 Note: Latent constructs are shown as ellipses, and observed variables are shown as rectangles. ATFDV = attitudes toward female dating violence; ATMDV = attitudes toward male dating violence; KNOWLG = knowledge; Fact = factual knowledge; Appl = applied knowledge; Assert = assertiveness; SEff = self-efficacy for constructive alternative behaviors. target are usually most effective at predicting that behavior (e.g., Kraus, 1995) , so we expected attitudes toward dating violence to be better predictors of behavior in dating relationships than in friendships. That is, In both types of relationships, it was hypothesized that attitudes toward dating violence perpetrated by someone of one's own gender would make a stronger contribution to the general attitude, compared to attitudes about violence committed by someone of the opposite gender. That is,
Hypothesis 8: p10 would be higher than p11 for boys and lower than p11 for girls.
Method Participants
Participants were 324 Grade 7 to 9 students from four culturally and socioeconomically diverse Winnipeg schools in which a dating violence prevention program would later be offered. All students who gave informed personal and parental consent participated. In one school, research participation was one of three available enrichment options, and the participation rate was only 38.5%. In the other three schools, 86.5% participated. To avoid disproportionate exclusion of aggressive participants (cf., McCarroll et al., 2000) , missing values on multi-item scales were replaced with the participant's average score on the remaining items if only one or two items were missing; 34 participants were excluded because of missing data. The model was tested on the remaining 290 participants (143 male and 147 female). There were 88 in Grade 7, 88 in Grade 8, and 114 in Grade 9; 138 (48%) had begun dating. The average age was 13.6 for those who were dating and 13.2 for those who were not (both SDs = 1.0). The average duration was 7.5 months (30.4 weeks; SD = 52.4) for dating relationships and 4.5 years (232.1 weeks; SD = 195.6) for friendships.
Procedure and Measures
Students completed the following measures (along with others not included in the current analysis) in the order listed. A participant-generated identity code was used to ensure anonymity. The investigator read the questions aloud to accommodate different reading levels and speeds.
Knowledge. Three scores were calculated from 14 questions: (a) Factual knowledge was the number of right answers to 10 fact-based questions (e.g., "If someone swears at or intimidates another person, this is abuse: true or false?"). Because the expected knowledge base differed by grade, some items were specific to particular grades, and z scores were calculated from the distribution of scores for each grade. (b) Applied knowledge was the sum of three questions about the causes and effects of verbal abuse, applied to a scenario from Jaffe, Reitzel, Sudermann, and Killip (1990; e.g., " If Tony spoke to Krista like this often, it would have serious effects on her"). On a scale from 0 to 5, a 5 represented strong agreement with a right answer or strong disagreement with a wrong answer. (c) Assertiveness was scored dichotomously based on choosing an assertive response over passive and aggressive alternatives in the applied knowledge scenario.
Self-efficacy. In four questions, participants rated their confidence about performing specific skills. For Grade 7, the questions were about recognizing and expressing emotions and resolving difficulties without using physical force. For Grade 8, questions were about recognizing violent influences in popular culture and resisting peer pressure. Grade 9 students were asked about recognizing and setting personal boundaries, expressing emotions, and resolving difficulties without using force. Grade-specific z scores were used for the analysis.
Relationship violence and other behavioral strategies. Physical violence was measured using the nine physical violence items from Gelles and Straus's (1988) Couple Form R of the Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS). These items are also used in the CTS2 (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996) . Reasoning and psychologically aggressive alternatives to physical aggression were measured with the Reasoning and Escalation/ Blame scales from Josephson and Check (1990) , which have shown good psychometric properties for this age group (see Legge, Josephson, Hicks, & Kepron, 2004) . On a 0 to 5 scale, students rated how frequently they engaged in these behaviors with a dating partner if they had one, a recent dating partner if they were not currently dating, or a friend if they had never dated.
Attitudes toward dating violence. A short form of the Attitudes Toward Dating Violence Scales (Price, Byers, & The Dating Violence Research Team, 1999) was used. Its six six-item subscales assess attitudes toward psychological, physical, and sexual aggression by boys against girls and girls against boys. Subscales for the three types of aggression were combined but averaged separately for male and female perpetrators.
Results
Of the 138 participants in dating relationships, 34% reported at least one incident on the Physical Violence scale. For friendships, the rate was 43%. Table 1 presents the mean scores, standard deviations, reliabilities, and intercorrelations among the variables tested in the model.
Mean Group Differences for Variables in the Model
A multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with gender and relationship type as between-groups factors and the nine variables in the model as dependent variables. The gender main effect and the Gender × Relationship Type interaction were statistically significant, multivariate Fs (9, 278) = 1.57 for relationship type (p = .12), 4.56 for gender (p = .000), and 2.79 for the interaction (p = .004). Significant multivariate tests were followed by univariate F tests or Tamhane's T 2 if group covariance matrices were nonequivalent. There were significant gender differences on three of the nine variables. Girls did better on the applied knowledge test (Tony and Krista scenario; M = 12.82, SD = 1.90) compared to 11.62 for boys (SD = 2.28), F (1, 286) = 22.81, p = .000. Girls had less accepting attitudes toward male dating violence (ATMDV; M = 9.57 for girls and 11.45 for boys, SDs = 3.01 and 4.06, respectively), F (1, 286) = 19.49, p = .000, and female dating violence (ATFDV; M = 11.64 for girls and 13.54 for boys, SDs = 3.69 and 3.26, respectively), F (1, 286) = 20.53, p = .000. The Relationship × Gender interaction was significant for two measures: self-efficacy, F(1, 286) = 7.20, p = .008, and physical violence, F(1, 286) = 14.01, p = .000. Girls had higher self-efficacy scores than boys but only if they were not dating (M z score = -.22, SD = 1.10, for boys and M z score = .21, SD = .94, for girls; for dating boys and girls, M = .09 and -.11, respectively, SDs = 1.10 and .90). The most physical violence was committed by boys against friends (M = 4.18, SD = 7.14) and the least by boys against dating partners (M = 0.65, SD = 1.72). Girls used intermediate levels of physical violence, similar in friendships (M = 1.58, SD = 3.68) and dating relationships (M = 1.97, SD = 3.44). Dating girls used significantly more physical violence than dating boys, Tamhane's T 2 (96, rounded) = 2.82, p = .035.
Goodness of Fit for the Social Cognitive Model to the Ungrouped Data
A structural equation model analysis was conducted using AMOS 4.0 (Analysis of Moment Structures; Arbuckle, 1999) . The results are reported in Figure 2 . The unrestricted sample covariance matrix did not differ significantly from the matrix implied by the model, χ 2 (22) = 19.02, p = .64, comparative fit index (CFI) = 1.00, parsimony-adjusted CFI (PCFI) = .61, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .000, although the model accounted for only 15% of the variance in physical violence. Univariate skewness for eight of the nine variables in the model had critical ratios (CRs) exceeding ±2.56 (p < .01), as did multivariate kurtosis, casting doubt on the assumption of multivariate normality. Therefore, the Bollen-Stine bootstrap procedure, which does not rely on assumptions about normality, was also used to test the null hypothesis that the model correctly represented the sample. The resulting mean maximum likelihood discrepancy (MMLD) between the sample covariance matrix and that implied by the model (MMLD = 23.37, SE = 0.55, p = .68) provided no reason to reject the model either.
Five of the six hypotheses that defined the model were supported: Adolescents with more knowledge about relationships did use more reasoning-based strategies (p1). More knowledgeable participants had higher self-efficacy (p2) and less approving attitudes toward dating violence (p4). Self-efficacy was positively related to the use of reasoning strategies (p3). Tolerant attitudes toward dating violence were associated with increased physical violence (p5) and psychological aggression (p6). Those who used psychological aggression also tended to use physical violence (p9). However, Hypothesis 5 was disconfirmed altogether: The path from reasoning to physical violence was not significant (p7 = -.09, CR = -1.37, p = .17), and the path from reasoning to escalation and blame (p8) was significantly positive.
Equivalence of the Model's Fit for Friendships and Dating Relationships
To see if the model fit the data equally well for friendships and dating relationships, a version was tested in which all path coefficients were equal 196 Journal of Interpersonal Violence Note: All reported path coefficients are standardized and statistically significant, p < .05. Paths that were expected to be significant but were not are represented by a dashed line, and coefficients in the opposite direction to hypothesis are in square brackets. ATFDV = attitudes toward female dating violence; ATMDV = attitudes toward male dating violence; KNOWLG = knowledge; Fact = factual knowledge; Appl = applied knowledge; Assert = assertiveness; SEff = selfefficacy for constructive alternative behaviors. for friends and dating partners. This version departed significantly from the data according to the minimum discrepancy statistic, χ 2 (57) = 78.67, p = .03, although the other goodness of fit criteria provided more support for the null hypothesis of relationship equivalence (MMLD = 64.98, SE = 1.06, p = .16; CFI = .96, PCFI = .76, RMSEA = .04). This completely relationship-equivalent version of the model accounted for 21% of the variance in dating partners' physical violence but only 6% of that for friends.
Tests of the a priori hypotheses. Hypothesis 7 predicted that the path coefficients from attitudes to physical violence (p5) and psychological aggression (p6) would be larger for dating relationships than friendships. Allowing these paths to vary for the two relationship types produced a significantly improved fit over the version with complete relationship equivalence, ∆χ 2 (2) = 11.01, p = .000. The model still departed from the data marginally by the minimum discrepancy statistic, χ 2 (55) = 67.66, p = .12, but fit well by our other criteria (MMLD = 62.06, SE = 1.00, p = .31; CFI = .97, PCFI = .74, RMSEA = .03). It accounted for 17% of friends' and 15% of dating partners' physical violence. Contrary to our hypotheses, the path from attitudes to physical violence was stronger for friends than dating partners (p5 = .36 and .14, respectively; CR = -2.84, p < .01). The paths from attitudes to psychological aggression differed in the expected direction but not significantly (p6 = .29 for friends and .41 for dating partners; CR = 1.58, p = .11).
Post hoc analyses. The modification indices indicated that a better fit would result if two additional paths could differ by relationship: ATFDV was a stronger indicator of the latent attitude variable for friends than dating partners (p11 = .86 vs. .53, CR = -2.99, p < .01), and the path from psychological aggression to physical violence was stronger for friends than dating partners (p9 = .30 and .23, respectively, CR = -2.41, p < .05). With these adjustments, the model was a good fit, χ 2 (52) = 50.76, p = .52, MMLD = 56.36, SE = 0.86, p = .66; CFI = 1.00, PCFI = .72, RMSEA = .00. It accounted for 23% of physical violence for friends but only 10% for dating partners.
The modification indices also suggested that the observed variables ATMDV and ATFDV had independent associations with the model variables for dating partners, although the latent variable structure was an adequate fit for friends. Consequently, we removed the latent variable from the model for dating partners, while leaving it in place for friends. This adjustment provided a very good fit, χ 2 (50) = 48.69, p = .53, MMLD = 54.27, SE = 0.91, p = .63; CFI = 1.00, PCFI = .71, RMSEA = .01, accounting for 22% of the variance in physical aggression for friendships and 17% for dating relationships.
Equivalence of the Model for Boys and Girls in Each Type of Relationship
To test the null hypothesis of no gender differences, the revised model from the previous step was applied to the data with the additional constraint that the path coefficients be equal for boys and girls within each type of relationship. This version departed significantly from the data using the minimum discrepancy statistic, χ 2 (121) = 152.28, p = .03, and marginally by the CFI (.94) but fit reasonably well by the other criteria (MMLD = 137.25, SE =1.81, p = .24; PCFI = .79, RMSEA = .03). Among friends, it accounted for 12% of the variance in physical violence for boys and 31% for girls. In dating relationships, it accounted for 35% of boys' but only 9% of girls' violence.
Tests of the a priori hypotheses.
We constructed a revised model to test Hypothesis 8, allowing nonequivalence for gender in the paths from the observed attitude measures to the latent attitude variable. Because of the structural change in the attitude component of the model for daters, this change was possible only for friendships. To test a comparable hypothesis of gender differences for dating partners in the paths from the two attitude variables to psychological aggression and physical violence, we removed the equality constraint on those paths for dating boys and girls. The changes provided a significantly improved fit over the gender-equivalent version, ∆χ 2 (6) = 15.10, p = .02, leaving the model to depart from the data only marginally by the minimum discrepancy statistic, χ 2 (115) = 137.18, p = .08, and fitting the data adequately by the MMLD (165.01, SE = 1.92, p = .31), the CFI (.93), the PCFI (.75), and the RMSEA (.03).
As predicted, the latent attitude variable that was still intact for nondating participants was more closely connected to attitudes about violence by someone of their own gender. For boys, p10 was .93 and p11 was .80, although this did not reach significance (CR = -1.69, p = .10). For girls, p10 was .81 and p11 was .92 (CR = 2.35, p < .05). Among daters, there was little support for the prediction that attitudes about behavior by someone of the participant's own gender would have a stronger behavioral influence. Physical dating violence was more affected by ATFDV for both boys and girls (p5f = .33 and .31, respectively) than by ATMDV (p5m = -.11 and .09, respectively). This difference was only statistically significant for boys (CR = 2.47, p < .05; CR = .74 for girls, p = .48). Psychological aggression was more affected by ATMDV for both dating boys and girls (p6m = .51 and .26, respectively) than they were by ATFDV (p6f = .06 and -.01, respectively). As with physical violence, the difference was only significant for boys (CR = -2.41, p < .05; CR for girls = -1.18, p = .23).
Post hoc analyses. The modification indices revealed that the fit would be improved with two changes: allowing the path from knowledge to attitudes, p4, to differ for ATMDV (p4m = -.64) and ATFDV (p4f = -.27) among dating boys (CR = 2.65, p < .01) and allowing the path from reasoning to physical violence, p7, to take a different value for boys' friendships (p7 = -.24, p < .03) than in the other groups (p7 ranging from .01 to .03, p = .78). These changes did improve the model fit significantly, ∆χ 2 (3) = 28.12, p = .00, to the point where it did not depart significantly from the data by any of the criteria, χ 2 (112) = 109.06, p = .56; MMLD = 125.54, SE = 1.61, p = .76; CFI = 1.00, PCFI = .78, RMSEA = .00. Finally, all nonsignificant paths were dropped from the model, and paths that did not differ significantly between groups were returned to equivalence. The adequacy of fit was not affected by this .
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Note: All reported path coefficients are standardized and statistically significant (p < .05). Paths that were expected to be significant but were not are represented by a dashed line, and coefficients in the opposite direction to hypotheses are in square brackets. ATFDV = attitudes toward female dating violence; ATMDV = attitudes toward male dating violence; KNOWLG = knowledge; Fact = factual knowledge; Appl = applied knowledge; Assert = assertiveness; SEff = self-efficacy for constructive alternative behaviors.
distribution.
final step, ∆χ 2 (7) = 6.98, p = .43; final χ 2 (119) = 116.03, p = .56; MMLD = 135.50, SE = 1.76, p = .79; CFI = 1.00, PCFI = .83, RMSEA = .00, although some of the remaining path coefficients changed slightly in their values. The final model, presented in Figures 3 through 6 , accounted for 17% of boys' and 29% of girls' violence toward friends and 27% of boys' and 21% of girls' dating violence.
Discussion
The social cognitive model fit the data for the overall sample reasonably well. Support was found for the predictions that tolerant attitudes toward dating violence and using psychologically aggressive behavior strategies would increase physical violence and that knowledge about relationships .
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Reasoning Note: All reported path coefficients are standardized and statistically significant, p < .05. Paths that were expected to be significant but were not are represented by a dashed line, and coefficients in the opposite direction to hypotheses are in square brackets. ATFDV = attitudes toward female dating violence; ATMDV = attitudes toward male dating violence; KNOWLG = knowledge; Fact = factual knowledge; Appl = applied knowledge; Assert = assertiveness; SEff = selfefficacy for constructive alternative behaviors.
distribution.
and violence would reduce it because of the effect of knowledge on attitudes. Knowledge was associated with reasoning-based strategies as expected, both directly and through increased self-efficacy, but reasoning reduced physical violence directly only for boys with their friends.
The Role of Reasoning in Different Types of Relationships for Boys and Girls
Why this aspect of the social cognitive model was found in boys' friendships, but not in other relationships, is not clear. The early empirical basis for the theory (e.g., Bandura, 1986; Crick & Dodge, 1994) focused on physical aggression by boys toward same-sex peers, relationship contexts most like the boys' friendship group in the current study. Clearly, the model is applicable to girls and women as well (e.g., Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli, & Note: All reported path coefficients are standardized and statistically significant, p < .05. Paths that were expected to be significant but were not are represented by a dashed line, and coefficients in the opposite direction to hypotheses are in square brackets. ATFDV = attitudes toward female dating violence; ATMDV = attitudes toward male dating violence; KNOWLG = knowledge; Fact = factual knowledge; Appl = applied knowledge; Assert = assertiveness; SEff = self-efficacy for constructive alternative behaviors.
distribution. Regalia, 2001) , and in the current study, the model actually accounted for the least variance in physical aggression for boys' friendships. Nevertheless, social cognitive theory may have features that correspond best to boys' friendship dynamics. For instance, physical violence was highest in this group-more than twice as common as girls' violence toward friends or dating partners and more than six times more common than boys' violence toward dating partners. Such high frequency might indicate that physical violence is part of boys' everyday social exchange repertoire with friends and thus somewhat interchangeable with other instrumental strategies, such as reasoning-based negotiation. Rose and Rudolph (2006) describe adolescent boys' friendships as hierarchical, activity focused, and retaining elements of rough-and-tumble play. By contrast, they describe adolescent girls' friendships as having high self-disclosure, emotional intimacy, and emphasis on connection goals, features one might also expect to find in dating relationships. These different relationship styles may make direct approaches especially effective in boys' friendships Note: All reported path coefficients are standardized and statistically significant, p < .05. Paths that were expected to be significant but were not are represented by a dashed line, and coefficients in the opposite direction to hypotheses are in square brackets. ATFDV = attitudes toward female dating violence; ATMDV = attitudes toward male dating violence; KNOWLG = knowledge; Fact = factual knowledge; Appl = applied knowledge; Assert = assertiveness; SEff = selfefficacy for constructive alternative behaviors.
(e.g., Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 1992) such that both physical aggression and assertive reasoning may be more successful for settling conflicts.
Reasoning Can Be a Route to Escalation and Blame
Reasoning was by far the most common behavioral strategy for dealing with conflict, but its use did not reduce psychological aggression, as the model had predicted. In fact, the path from reasoning to psychological aggression was positive for all four groups. This suggests a pattern of numerous attempts to resolve conflict by reasoning, followed by escalation and blame and, finally, physical violence when reasoning fails to resolve the conflict and self-regulatory resources become too depleted for continued self-control and prosocial choices (Baumeister, Muraven, & Tice, 2000) . Confident, well-informed adolescents chose reasoning more than their peers did, but perhaps even their cognitive and social skills were not sufficiently well developed to bring about resolution, especially if their relationship partners chose less constructive strategies.
Beyond Specificity: Dating Adolescents' Attitudes Suggest Shared Social Scripts
For those who had not begun dating, the latent attitudes variable was more strongly influenced by items about dating violence by someone of their own gender. For those who were dating, attitudes toward male and female dating violence made quite separate contributions to relationship violence, but the difference did not correspond to the simple specificity hypotheses of the initial model. Tolerance of male dating violence led to more psychological aggression, and tolerance of female dating violence led to more physical violence among both dating boys and girls. This may reflect the adoption of shared social scripts (cf., Huesmann, 1998; Jenkins & Aubé, 2002) about dating. Gagné and Lavoie (1993) , for example, reported that both male and female adolescents believed that boys behave violently because of a natural and unavoidable tendency to angry outbursts, jealous rages, and attempts to control their girlfriends; they believed that girls use violence to express outrage against insensitive or provoking boyfriends or to protect themselves. There is also a common belief that girls' violence is a trivial matter and does not harm their boyfriends (e.g., Archer, 2000) . Fehr, Baldwin, Collins, Patterson, and Benditt (1999) found that university students believed a woman's aggression would most likely lead her romantic partner to mock her and deny responsibility for provoking her but that a man's aggression would lead his partner to avoid, reject, and retaliate against him. This shared social script, with its trivializing of girls' aggression, could contribute directly to dating violence by girls and also increase boys' dating violence if the female partner's aggression provokes retaliation by her partner-if depletion of selfregulatory resources led the male partner's self-control to slip or if the initial act of aggression activated a secondary social script. Harris, Gergen, and Lannamann (1986) identified a shared script among university students in which the female dating partner initiated escalation from verbal aggression to physical violence (e.g., an outraged slap in response to an insulting remark), followed by male retaliation. At each stage of further escalation, reciprocation of each partner's aggression was expected and deemed appropriate, with conciliation seen as less likely and less desirable. Although the indirect evidence of shared interpersonal scripts was found for both dating boys and girls in the current study, such stereotypical scripts may be more resistant to change among boys. Dating boys' knowledge about violence and relationships had a much stronger impact on attitudes toward dating violence by boys than on attitudes toward dating violence by girls, and it was the latter that had a significant direct effect on their own dating violence.
Boys Receive More Physical Violence
Consistent with previous research (e.g., Lavoie, Vezina, Piche, & Boivin, 1995; Price et al., 1999) , girls in this study knew more about relationships and violence, contributing to a stronger disapproval of dating violence than that held by boys. Nevertheless, they resorted to physical violence against dating partners more than boys did, while boys were more violent than girls toward friends. The chief targets of physical violence, then, were mostly boys (boys' friends and girls' dating partners; see Rose & Rudolph, 2006 , for a discussion of relationship patterns in early adolescence). Archer (2004) has pointed out that it is not unusual for boys and men to be the targets of more aggression than their female counterparts, whether the perpetrators of that aggression are male or female. Perhaps both boys and girls stereotype boys as insensitive, tough, and therefore able to handle physical abuse. Alternatively, maybe both boys and girls take it more seriously when frustrated by a boy than by a girl and react more intensely.
small sample size when the groups were examined separately. Self-efficacy did have sufficient reliability to show the expected associations with knowledge and reasoning though. It was largely the failure of reasoning to reduce the use of negative tactics that undermined the predicted effect of self-efficacy on violence.
Although the results did provide support for our causal model, they are based entirely on correlational data gathered from a single survey package. Longitudinal data, or testing the effects of an intervention and including independent sources of data such as ratings from relationship partners, would provide stronger support for causality. Moreover, the current model accounts for less than one third of the variance in relationship violence overall and as little as 17% of boys' aggression against their friends. Further research, with an expanded set of variables such as relationship dynamics and individual history of maltreatment as a child, remains to be done.
Of course, dating status is not randomly assigned, so daters and nondaters may have differed in other important ways, thus exaggerating the relationship differences. The participants providing our "friends" data were a bit younger on average. Moreover, nondaters at any age may be less socially mature than those who have begun dating. Other possible differences exist between these groups (e.g., class, culture, or parental monitoring). Future research with only dating participants, randomly assigned to report on dating partners or friends, would remove this confound.
Implications for Dating Violence Prevention Programs
Assuming that the causal conclusions are borne out by future research, this study supports the social cognitive emphasis on knowledge and attitudes as central components for early dating violence prevention programs and identifies some challenges to be addressed. It is sometimes found (e.g., Hilton, Harris, Rice, Krans, & Lavigne, 1998 ) that girls gain more knowledge than boys do from dating violence prevention programs and show more attitudinal and behavioral change. Results of the current study suggest that even if boys gain knowledge from such programs, there may be limited change in the social scripts that lead them to engage in relationship violence, such as the trivializing of girls' violence. Special efforts may be needed to reach boys by acknowledging and building on their strengths, identifying their needs, and if possible consulting and involving both boys and girls in the design of dating violence prevention programs.
Our results also suggest that emphasizing constructive confrontation in conflicts could backfire. Using a strategy more often does not necessarily mean using it more effectively, so encouraging constructive confrontation could have the paradoxical effect of starting more disagreements that begin with reasoning but end in physical violence, unless extensive time and effort are devoted to the development of skills to prevent the escalation and blame that can follow failed attempts to solve disagreements with reasoning. Incorporating dyadic issues into prevention programs (e.g., O'Leary & Slep, 2003) may increase the chances that reasoning-based strategies will be mutually adopted and successful for resolving relationship conflict.
Note
1. As an anonymous reviewer pointed out to us, the strength of the relationship between the latent knowledge and attitudes variables, coupled with the failure of the attitudes variable to be retained in the model for all subgroups, raised the question of whether it would not have been more fruitful to include factual knowledge, applied knowledge, and assertiveness in the latent attitudes variable of the model from the outset. When we tested this version of the model, it accounted for the data substantially less well than our original model did, χ 2 (23) = 38.82, p = .02; Bollen-Stine MMLD = 25.74, SE = 0.61, p = .09; CFI = .97, PCFI = .62, RMSEA = .05.
